<Partisan preferences increase the accuracy of electoral expectations overall. <Partisan preferences lead to wishful thinking about the chances of specific parties. <Wishful thinking effects are replicated for electoral expectations about coalitions. <Political knowledge and education reduce wishful thinking. <Electoral expectations lead to strategic vote decisions and a bandwagon effect.
Introduction
Are voters able to form accurate expectations about election outcomes, and do these expectations matter? To answer these questions, we start with the observation that media coverage of polls during political campaigns is extensive, giving even voters without much interest in politics an opportunity to learn rather sophisticated information about an upcoming election (Brettschneider, 2000 (Brettschneider, , 2003 . If voters choose to do so, they can use this readily available information to form fairly accurate expectations. Game theoretic models of voting assume strategic coordination, that is, voters have to be able to form expectations about the behavior of other voters and thus the outcome of the upcoming election in order to maximize the expected utility of their own voting decision (Cox, 1997; McKelvey and Patty, 2006) . Polls (and knowledge of election histories) can serve as a coordination signal (Forsythe et al., 1993; Gschwend 2007) . Similar assumptions are made, explicitly or implicitly, by psychological theories such as the spiral of silence (Noelle-Neumann, 1993) or the bandwagon and underdog effect (Mutz, 1998; Simon, 1954) . Empirical research on voters' electoral expectations, however, takes a rather skeptical view of the claim that voters are able form highly accurate expectations. Voters with strong partisan preferences tend to engage in wishful thinking and overestimate the chances of preferred parties and candidates and/or underestimate the chances of disliked parties and candidates (Mutz, 1998) . As a consequence, voters' expectations appear to be a mix of objective, factual poll information and preference-driven projections (e.g. Blais and Bodet, 2006; Meffert and Gschwend, 2011) .
Because most previous research has focused on majoritarian U.S. or British party systems, we focus on multiparty systems and assess the ability of Austrian and German voters to form expectations about election outcomes as well as the subsequent electoral consequences of these expectations. More specifically, we first identify and test several factors that influence the overall accuracy and quality of voters' expectations. Second, the phenomenon of wishful thinking is tested and confirmed for expectations about the electoral performance of individual parties and extended to judgments about coalitions. The lack of research on the latter constitutes a striking gap in the literature. Finally, two mechanisms how expectations might influence voting behavior are identified and tested, in particular strategic voting and the bandwagon effect. The analyses are based on two general population surveys from Austria and Germany that measured voters' expectations in unusual detail. The following review will focus first on the sources of voters' expectations, followed by the consequences for voting behavior.
Sources of voters' electoral expectations
The formation of meaningful expectations about electoral outcomes requires current and precise information. What might appear to be a challenging task, given the wellknown low levels of factual political knowledge of many voters (Zaller, 1992) , can be accomplished rather easily. The media coverage of national political campaigns spends considerable time reporting results and trends based on frequent pre-election polls (Brettschneider, 2000 (Brettschneider, , 2003 . The reality, of course, is more complex. First, even professional polls do not always accurately predict the election outcome (as was the case in the Austrian and German general elections analyzed here). Second, the (German) media coverage is dominated by subjective claims and assessments by journalists and politicians that are not constrained in any way by professional polls (Donsbach and Weisbach, 2005) . As a starting point, it is nevertheless reasonable to assume that voters have fairly easy access to objective and for the most part fairly accurate information about the electoral chances of parties during political campaigns. The more interesting question is about the recipients of such informationdwhether and how voters actually acquire this information to form accurate expectations.
According to the pertinent literature, starting with the classic study The People's Choice (Lazarsfeld et al., 1948) , voters' expectations frequently seem to follow a different logic. Despite ready access to objective poll information, the literature finds fairly consistent wishful thinking effects, that is, perceptions distorted by existing political preferences. Voters (like sports fans) seem to engage in strong and consistent wishful thinking in favor of the home team (Abramson et al., 1992; Babad et al., 1992; Babad and Yacobus, 1993; Granberg and Brent, 1983; Uhlaner and Grofman, 1986) . In addition, wishful thinking appears to be one of the few effects that are reliably found in survey research studies but that are very difficult to recreate in laboratory settings. Carefully designed experiments often fail to show any remarkable wishful thinking effects (e.g. BarHillel and Budescu, 1995) . Price (2000) suggests a number of explanations, in particular that people's social interactions in real life are highly selective, and that the (induced) preferences in the laboratory are not sufficient to produce wishful thinking effects. In his own analysis, Price (2000) shows that the latter problem can be addressed by a carefully designed desirability manipulation (involving two competing social groups). Because the analyses reported in our paper draws on partisan preferences in real world settings, the presence of wishful thinking can be considered as fairly certain and similar to previous studies.
But how can the fact that voters engage in wishful thinking despite easy access to accurate poll information be reconciled? In multiparty systems, it will be useful to differentiate between the overall accuracy or quality of voters' expectations and the tendency to distort the expectations for specific preferred or disliked parties. The overall quality of expectations should benefit from ready access to poll information, while not precluding distortions for specific parties. Once strong partisan predispositions come into play along with polls that contradict preferred outcomes, factual information will quickly lose its luster.
The literature offers many explanations that can be narrowed down to a number of factors that might explain the overall quality of voters' expectations and/or the tendency to engage in wishful thinking. The following review categorizes the factors in political motivations such as partisan preferences and non-partisan political knowledge as well as rational or strategic considerations and social context.
Partisan and non-partisan political motivations
Partisan preferences, in particular party identification, exert a powerful influence over political attitudes and perceptions (Bartels, 2002) . Thus, it is hardly surprising that voters' expectations about electoral outcomes should be affected by these preferences. A partisan preference implies a strong directional motivation that favors preferred outcomes or parties over disliked outcomes or parties. Psychologically, both motivational and cognitive mechanisms have been proposed to explain this selfserving misperception (Babad, 1995 (Babad, , 1997 Bar-Hillel and Budescu, 1995; Price, 2000) . Granberg and Brent (1983) favor Heider's (1958) balance theory as explanation for wishful thinking. Because the surveys used in the analyses below do not allow a test of the precise psychological mechanisms, the review will not address this issue in more detail.
Partisan preferences are expected to introduce a directional partisan bias, but they might have non-partisan implications as well. Voters with a strong party identification and clearly defined political preferences should exhibit a higher degree of political interest and involvement than voters without these convictions. All else being equal, a partisan voter is invested in the political system, and as a "member of the polity" (Lewis-Beck and Skalaban, 1989, p. 153) likely to be familiar with the parties, their approximate electoral strengths, and likely coalitions Gschwend, 2010, 2011) . If these claims are correct, partisan preferences should have two distinct effects. They should play a unique and central role in wishful thinking by distorting the expectations for specific preferred or disliked parties. But they should also have a positive effect on the overall accuracy or quality of voters' expectations due to stronger political involvement and higher levels of political awareness.
Compared to partisan preferences, the effect of nonpartisan political motivations such as political interest and political knowledge is much easier to describe. Without any directional partisan implications, interest in politics and the campaign as well as the cognitive ability to process political information more efficiently should have positive effects on the quality of voters' expectations. Political knowledge in particular has been found to play a crucial role in the acquisition of political information in general (Price and Zaller, 1993; Zaller, 1992) . It can also improve the accuracy of forecasts and lower the tendency of biased information processing such as wishful thinking (e.g. Lemert, 1986; Babad, 1997; Dolan and Holbrook, 2001; Meffert and Gschwend, 2011; Uhlaner and Grofman, 1986; Yaniv et al., 2002 ; but see Babad, 1995 ). Voters with a high level political knowledge should be more receptive to political information such as polls and better able to store and retrieve such information from memory. It is an open and empirical question whether partisan preferences still expert a non-directional effect if political interest and knowledge are controlled for.
Rational and strategic considerations
From the perspective of a rational voter, the main goal of a vote decision is to maximize expected utilitydbasically the benefit derived from the policy output of the next government (Downs, 1957; Riker and Ordeshook, 1968) . In order to maximize expected utility, a rational voter cannot rely on policy and partisan preferences alone but has to take into account the expected outcome of the next election. Based on these expectations, a voter might expect a higher benefit by deserting the most preferred party if it has a low chance of winning. By casting a strategic vote for a lesspreferred choice with better chances, the voter is more likely to obtain a desirable outcome (Cox, 1997; Fisher, 2004) . Thus, strategic voters need poll information to form current and accurate expectations. The cost of acquiring readily available poll information is, after all, very low. The extent to which a rational voter needs such information to form highly accurate expectations should depend on the difficulty and uncertainty of the decision. If, for example, a voter prefers two or more parties to a similar degree (that is, would obtain the same utility from both parties), the optimal decision will be more difficult and depend on the electoral chances of the parties, increasing the need for precise poll information. Under these circumstances, the expectations about electoral chances will determine which party will maximize the expected utility. Larcinese (2007) , for example, reports evidence that voters in constituencies with close contests have a higher demand for campaign information.
Finally, and rather obviously, only voters who intend to cast a vote should have a need to form highly accurate expectations. The usefulness of this information will be much lower for those who plan to abstain.
Social context
The literature on wishful thinking offers another, very different explanation why the expectations of individual voters might differ from the national average. If voters live in regions, constituencies, or states that differ politically from the national level (Uhlaner and Grofman, 1986) , or if they are embedded in politically homogenous personal networks (Fischer and Budescu, 1995) , they might encounter only a biased sample of political opinions that they mistakenly extrapolate to the national level. Fischer and Budescu (1995) , for example, suggest that Israeli voters have only selective social interactions that result in distorted inferences about electoral support for their candidates and parties. These approaches assume face-to-face contact. However, it might be that case that mediated expressions have similar effects. Daschmann (2000) shows that voter statements reported in the media have a larger effect on the perceived climate of opinion than poll results.
Because polls have become such a prevalent feature of media coverage during national campaigns, it would be reasonable to expect that social context plays a lesser role than it used to do, especially in the study by Uhlaner and Grofman (1986) . But if considerable regional differences exist, for example when states in a federal system are dominated by different parties, it is nevertheless still plausible that voters find themselves in biased social contexts. In fact, accurate perceptions in or of biased contexts might lead to biased "out-of-sample" forecasts for the national level.
Electoral consequences of voters' expectations
The formation of expectations about electoral outcomes is an interesting topic in itself, but the real significance of voters' expectations, whether accurate or distorted, derives from their electoral consequences. As documented by Mutz (1998) , there are numerous areas of research that have investigated this question, including momentum in American presidential primaries (Bartels, 1988) , the effect of publicized exit polls (and pre-election polls more generally) on election day (Sudman, 1986) , and assorted other theories such as the spiral of silence (Noelle-Neumann, 1993 ) and the third-person effect (Pan et al., 2006) . These approaches share the assumption that the perception of others' opinions will have direct consequences on attitudes and behaviors. Despite this interest and extensive amount of research, the evidence for most of these theories is at best mixed (Mutz, 1998) . Mutz has nevertheless identified a number of promising pathways how perceptions of mass opinion might influence (impersonally) individual attitudes and behaviors. Two of these, strategic voting and the bandwagon effect, have considerable support and are of particular interest here.
Strategic voting
If voters are rational actors that maximize their expected utility, they have to take into account the electoral chances of parties and candidates. The most obvious strategy is to avoid a "wasted" vote for a party or candidate without any electoral chances. Beyond this basic motivation, the vote M.F. Meffert et al. / Electoral Studies xxx (2011) becomes only strategic if the beneficiary is a party other than the most preferred party, and one that will produce a more desirable outcome, for example a coalition government Gschwend, 2010, 2011; Shikano et al., 2009) . In order to make such a judgment, a voter in a multiparty system would have to be familiar not only with the electoral strength of multiple parties but also estimate which coalitions could and would be formed. Only voters with a sufficient level of political knowledge should have the ability to engage in such strategic (coalition) voting. Given these high requirements, it is necessary to address and justify the relevance of this decision strategy. Strategic voting has been documented mostly for political systems with majoritarian elections, in particular the British system with its single member districts. However, there is increasing evidence that strategic voting also happens in parliamentary systems using proportional representation (Abramson et al., 2010; Duch et al., 2010) . In both cases, the number of strategic voters in representative surveys is relatively low, ranging between 5 and 15 percent (Fisher, 2004 ). This share is misleading for a number of reasons. First, it refers only to actual strategic voters (or realized strategic votes), excluding all those who might have considered a strategic vote but decided against it. After all, the cognitive decision process of strategic voting cannot be observed directly. Second, a fairly small number of voters is sufficient to have a decisive impact in close elections, giving strategic voters a disproportionate influence. Third and most important, strategic voting will only happen if the appropriate incentives and opportunities are given (Herrmann, 2010; Linhart and Huber, 2009 ). For example, voters must have plausible alternative choices. By focusing only on those with an opportunity to vote strategically, Alvarez et al. (2006) have shown that the share of strategic voters increases dramatically. A similar analytical strategy will be used below.
The Bandwagon effect
A second promising pathway of influence identified by Mutz (1998) is the classic bandwagon effect. It is rather straightforward and merely assumes that people want to follow the perceived winner. This mechanism has been used to explain momentum in presidential primaries, the phenomenon that early winners and/or a front-runner status in the polls creates a dynamic that draws uncommitted voters to the "winning" candidate (Bartels, 1988) . While the evidence from presidential primaries in the U.S. is by far the strongest, there is also evidence of more limited bandwagon effects for other elections and in various other countries. For example, Gimpel and Harvey (1997) show that such expectations played a role in particular early during the 1992 U.S. presidential campaign, Lanoue and Bowler (1998) show that district-level expectations during the 1988 Canadian election lead not only to strategic voting but also to a limited bandwagon effect benefitting the least preferred party, and McAllister and Studlar (1991) as well as Nadeau et al. (1994) present evidence for a limited but consistent bandwagon effect in British elections.
As Mutz (1998) points out, the mechanism of the bandwagon effect considers perceptions of mass opinion as a simple heuristic cue. Basing a vote decision on such a social cue will be considered "irrational" by proponents of the rational voter paradigm. It is nevertheless clear that voters without much political knowledge or strong partisan predispositions should be more susceptible to this kind influence while voters with a high level of political knowledge should be more immune.
Data and methods

Data
Two nationally representative pre-election surveys from Austria and Germany were used to test the hypotheses. The Austrian survey was conducted September 19-30, 2006, ending the day before the general election for the Austrian Nationalrat on October 1, 2006. A nationally representative sample of 1501 respondents was interviewed by phone. The German survey was conducted August 8 to September 17, 2005, ending the day before the general election for the German Bundestag on September 18, 2005. A representative sample of 3583 respondents was interviewed by phone. Both surveys include a number of similar measures for party and coalition preferences as well as electoral expectations. The subsequent analyses will report similar models for both countries that differ only for very few variables that are unique to each data set. Before discussing the measures in more detail, some background information for each election will be helpful.
The election contexts in Austria and Germany
At the beginning of the 2006 election campaign for the Austrian Nationalrat, six parties had reasonable chances of obtaining seats in the next parliament (Müller, 2008; Pappi, 2007) . These included the two large parties, the governing conservative People's Party (ÖVP) and its challenger, the Social Democrats (SPÖ). Among the smaller parties, the nationalist and populist Freedom Party (FPÖ) and the environmental Greens (Die Grünen) were not only two well established parties but also expected to do rather well, likely reaching ten or more percent. Two other small parties were fairly new. The Alliance for the Future of Austria (BZÖ) was founded in the spring of 2005 by former members of the FPÖ and included all FPÖ ministers in the coalition government with the ÖVP and most FPÖ members in parliament. The BZÖ effectively replaced the FPÖ as the junior coalition partner of the ÖVP. This, however, did not lead to an electoral advantage. The polls gave the BZÖ only minor chances of passing the Austrian minimum vote threshold of four percent. The other new party, "Liste Dr. Martin," was founded by an independent member of the European Parliament, mostly as a protest against the established parties. The polls gave him a reasonable chance of passing the minimum vote threshold. Based on the polls, the unpopular incumbent coalition of ÖVP and BZÖ was expected to lose its majority, but the ÖVP was still expected to stay ahead of the SPÖ by a few percentage points. With BZÖ and Martin close to the 344  345  346  347  348  349  350  351  352  353  354  355  356  357  358  359  360  361  362  363  364  365  366  367  368  369  370  371  372  373  374  375  376  377  378  379  380  381  382  383  384  385  386  387  388  389  390  391  392  393  394  395  396  397  398  399  400  401  402  403  404   405  406  407  408  409  410  411  412  413  414  415  416  417  418  419  420  421  422  423  424  425  426  427  428  429  430  431  432  433  434  435  436  437  438  439  440  441  442  443  444  445  446  447  448  449  450  451  452  453  454  455  456  457  458  459  460  461  462  463  464  465 Please cite this article in press as: Meffert, M.F., et al., More than wishful thinking: Causes and consequences of voters' electoral expectations about parties and coalitions, Electoral Studies (2011), doi:10.1016/j.electstud.2011.08.001 4% threshold, the outcome of the election was fairly uncertain.
The polls, however, missed the election outcome. The SPÖ (35.3%) ended up with the largest vote share, beating the unexpectedly weak ÖVP (34.3%) by a small margin. As expected, Greens (11.0%) and FPÖ (11.0%) performed very well. The BZÖ (4.1%) performed better than expected and (barely) managed to pass the minimum vote threshold. Martin (2.8%) clearly failed to gain the necessary support. As a consequence, only one two-party coalition, a grand coalition of SPÖ and ÖVP, had an absolute majority to form a government, which they eventually did.
In Germany, the governing coalition of Social Democrats (SPD) and Green Party (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) called the next general election for the Bundestag one year early after suffering a significant loss in a crucial state election in May 2005. According to the polls, the two main opposition parties, Christian Democrats (CDU/CSU) and the liberal Free Democrats (FDP), had a reasonable chance to win the upcoming election. In addition, the newly constituted Left Party (Linkspartei) introduced considerable uncertainty in the campaign. The Left Party was the result of a merger of the PDS (the successor party of the former communist party in East Germany) and the WASG (a fairly new party in the Western part of Germany drawing disaffected and/or former members of labor unions and SPD). In the polls, this party surpassed both FDP and Greens during the summer. Because no other party was willing to form a coalition with this party, a strong showing was likely to prevent either SPD and Greens or CDU and FDP from forming a coalition government, forcing the formation of either an unprecedented and unwieldy three-party coalition or, much more likely, a grand coalition between CDU and SPD.
Similar to Austria, the polls performed poorly in predicting the election outcome. The CDU (35.2%) lost about five percentage points compared to the most recent polls before the election, barely staying ahead of the SPD (34.2%). The FDP (9.8%) performed much better than predicted, followed by Left Party (8.7%) and Greens (8.1%). Given the strong showing of the Left Party, CDU and SPD eventually formed a grand coalition.
Measurement of preferences and expectations
The two key measures to investigate the issue of wishful thinking are partisan preferences and respondents' expectations about the electoral outcome. It is important to keep in mind that in multiparty systems voters can have preferences for more than one party. As a consequence, a single party identification scale is not sufficient to measure multiple partisan preferences.
Respondents in both surveys rated the relevant parties in each country on 11-point evaluation scales, ranging from À5 ("don't like the party at all") to þ5 ("like the party very much"). While these party evaluations can be used directly as a measure of party preference, an additional dichotomous party preference measure was constructed to identify respondents that rated a single party (or coalition) higher than all the other parties (or coalitions). In the Austrian survey, a similar question was asked for seven plausible coalitions.
A particular challenge is the measurement of accurate expectations. Various approaches have been used in the literature (see Blais et al., 2008) . The most challenging approaches try to obtain precise numerical estimates, either of party vote shares or seats in parliament. These approaches might delight a political scientist, but it is rather unlikely that voters have (and should have) precise knowledge of these numbers. Some respondents will give impossible answers ("outliers"), forcing major adjustments to the data or the exclusion of respondents from the analysis (e.g. Levine, 2007) . In the context of a phone survey, even politically sophisticated respondents will often fail to give precise numerical estimates for five or more parties that will add up to 100 percent (or know the precise number of seats in parliament).
There are other and more reasonable ways of measuring expectations. For small parties in political systems with minimum vote thresholds, a more meaningful question asks respondents about the likelihood that a party will be able to pass the minimum vote threshold. For larger parties, the question can be posed as performance relative to a meaningful reference point such as the previous election result (more votes, fewer votes, or unchanged). Finally, the question of the election winner can be open, letting respondents define the winner as a party, a candidate, or a coalition. In fact, the meaning of winning and losing can be quite ambiguous in multiparty systems with coalition governments (Hardmeier and Roth, 2003) . The Austrian survey was especially designed to collect data for all these measures, while the German survey offers only a more limited subset.
In order to evaluate the quality and accuracy of the electoral expectations, a plausible objective benchmark is needed. Published polls that were available while the survey was in the field are the obvious choice. In both countries, the polls did not fluctuate much during these periods. More specifically, for each forecast or judgment that was supported by the polls, a respondent would receive a point (see Table A1 for details). For example, if a respondent thought that it was "likely" or "certain" that a party would obtain sufficient votes to pass the minimum vote threshold and the polls showed this party above the threshold, voter expectation and external poll matched. If a respondent made a wrong or no judgment at all, no point was awarded. In the Austrian survey, respondents answered questions about the electoral chances of six parties and seven plausible coalitions (whether they would have a majority after the election). The final accuracy measure is the percentage of correct forecasts (out of 13). On average, 70 percent of these judgments were accurate. In the German survey, respondents were asked similar questions about the three small parties and one question about a coalition. Here, the accuracy measure is again the percentage of correct forecasts (out of 4). On average, respondents made correct predictions in 66 percent of the cases.
Results
Overall quality of electoral expectations
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Rational considerations are more difficult to operationalize. The indicators used here try to capture circumstances that would justify the costs and effort of acquiring accurate poll information. For example, voters with a clear preference for a single party are very unlikely to change their vote intention based on the expected outcome of the election. However, voters who prefer two or more parties to a similar degree should be more likely to consider the electoral chances of these parties. To maximize expected utility, strategic voters should decide their vote based on which party has the best chance of influencing the formation of the next government. The need for accurate expectations was operationalized as the evaluative distance of the parties rated highest and second highest on the evaluation scales. A larger distance between these parties makes the decision between these parties easier. Consequently, evaluative distance should affect predictive accuracy negatively. In addition, the declared intention to vote is considered to be an indicator for the need for poll information (while controlling for political interest). Reporting the lack of an alternative choice to the declared vote intention, however, should lower the need to form accurate expectations (Austria only).
Both surveys do not provide direct measures of the partisan nature of respondents' immediate social context or personal networks. Thus, the operationalization has to rely on regional differences. Respondents who live in regions or states that differ considerably from the national average might mistakenly distort their perceptions. To capture regional differences, the differences in vote shares at national and state levels for the five largest parties are added to form a single indicator of regional differences in each country. For Germany, an additional single dichotomous indicator differentiates respondents in the Eastern part of Germany from respondents in the Western part, capturing the continuing and significant differences in voting behavior between both regions. In addition, a dichotomous indicator for respondents in the two capitals Vienna and Berlin is intended to capture the unique political conditions in each national capital. Both cities offer voters first-row seats to national politics. While Vienna is the only city state in Austria, Berlin was split between East and West during the cold war, making a clear regional assignment difficult. In short, these voters are expected to have a better grasp of political map.
Political knowledge is operationalized with factual knowledge questions (Zaller, 1992) . In the Austrian survey, respondents were asked four questions (unemployment rate; name of at least one candidate in the regional electoral district; majority party in the Bundesrat, the second chamber of parliament; minimum vote threshold for the Nationalrat). The correct answers were added to a knowledge score that can range from 0 to 4. In the German survey, only a single factual knowledge question was asked (the party with a majority in the second chamber of parliament, the Bundesrat). A correct answer was scored as 1.
The two measures of accurate forecasts were regressed on the predictor variables discussed above. The results provide support for all three types of explanatory factors (Table 1) . Nearly all political motivations have significant positive effects on accurate perceptions, including party identification. Thus, the evidence supports the notion that partisan preferences are positively related to the overall ability to make accurate forecasts (while not excluding the possibility that partisan preferences lead to wishful thinking when it comes to specific liked or disliked parties). The effect of party identification, however, is much smaller than the expected positive impact of political knowledge as well as political interest in Germany or attention to polls in Austria. The strong positive effect of political knowledge on the quality of expectations, the strongest effect of all the variables in both models, was expected. This finding confirms the central role of factual political knowledge for "getting" political information (Price and Zaller, 1993; Zaller, 1992) . Only the lack of impact of interest in the political campaign is somewhat surprising. FDP entry in parliament "likely" or "certain"; Green entry in parliament "likely" or "certain"; Left Party entry in parliament "likely" or "certain"; Expected coalition is one of the following (based on a multiple response question): CDU-SPD, CDU-FDP, CDU-Greens, SPD-Greens-FDP, SPD-Greens-Left, CDU-Greens-Left.
Austria
Percent correct responses, based on the following 13 items: ÖVP receives "fewer votes" than last time; SPÖ receives "same number" or "fewer votes" than last time; Greens receive "more votes" or "same number" of votes than last time; FPÖ entry in parliament is "absolutely certain" or "certain"; BZÖ entry in parliament is "certain" or "rather uncertain"; Martin entry in parliament is "certain" or "rather uncertain"; Majority for grand coalition (ÖVP-SPÖ) is "certain" or "absolutely certain"; Majority for ÖVP-FPÖ coalition is "certain" or "rather unlikely"; Majority for ÖVP-BZÖ coalition is "rather unlikely" or "completely unlikely"; Majority for ÖVP-FPÖ-BZÖ coalition is "certain", "rather unlikely", or "completely unlikely"; Majority for ÖVP-Green coalition is "certain" or "rather unlikely"; Majority for SPÖ-Green coalition is "certain" or "rather unlikely"; Majority for SPÖ-Green-Martin coalition is "absolutely certain", " certain", or "rather unlikely". The three social context variables show only limited support for the hypotheses. In Austria, those residing in states that differ from the national average do marginally worse. In Germany, those residing in the Eastern part perform significantly worse than those in the West, and respondents in the national capital do marginally better than the average. The closeness to national politics seems to give these respondents a very slight edge. Overall, the marginally significant negative effects for the regional differences suggest that the prevalent national polls in the campaign coverage have not entirely supplanted more regional or local influences.
Among the demographic variables, the significant positive effect for male respondents in both countries is surprising. It should be noted that a similar effect was found for Dutch voters by Levine (2007) . It is unclear why this apparently robust effect occurs in different settings and after controlling for various other variables.
The main conclusion of this first part of the analyses is that political motivations, including partisan identification, improve rather than distort the overall quality of electoral expectations.
Wishful thinking, political knowledge, and expectations about individual parties and coalitions
The fact that partisan political motivations improve the overall quality of electoral forecasts does not preclude that expectations for specific parties and coalitions are affected or distorted by political preferences. To test whether Austrian and German respondents engaged in wishful thinking, the electoral expectations for individual parties and coalitions were regressed on partisan preferences and evaluations, controlled for and moderated by political knowledge and education. Those who prefer and rate a party higher than all other parties should be more prone to wishful thinking and overestimate the electoral chances of these parties. The opposite should happen for disliked parties. Previous research suggests that wishful thinking is a highly robust effect (e.g. Blais and Turgeon, 2004; Granberg and Brent, 1983; Granberg and Holmberg, 1988; Babad and Yacobus, 1993; Mutz, 1998) , and only education (Lewis-Beck and Skalaban, 1989) and political knowledge (Dolan and Holbrook, 2001 ) have been found to work against biased judgments and to reduce the wishful thinking effect. These findings suggest that an interaction of education and knowledge with partisan preferences needs to be included in the model.
In previous research, the wishful thinking effect was tested with predictions for individual parties. This test is both replicated and extended in the present analysis. First, wishful thinking effects were not estimated in separate models for each party, five in Austria and three in Germany.
1 Instead, the judgments were combined ("stacked") and estimated in a single model for each country. The expectations were regressed on the respective party preference, party evaluation, political knowledge, education, and the interactions between knowledge and education with the party evaluations. Second, the party model is replicated with expectations for coalitions. For Austria, the model includes the expectations for five different and plausible two-party coalitions. For Germany, the model includes three coalition expectations.
2 The independent variables are largely similar to the party model, except that party evaluations for both parties in a given coalition were included in each model. The knowledge and education variables were interacted with the coalition preference indicator. Because each respondent contributes three to five judgments to each data set, these judgments are not statistically independent from each other. Consequently, all judgments based on a single respondent were treated as a cluster and Table 2 reports robust standard errors, corrected for clustering (note that due to missing values, not all respondents contribute the exact same number of judgments).
The results show strong evidence for wishful thinking. In both countries and for both party and coalition models, the preference for a party or coalition has significant positive effects, indicating an overestimation of the electoral chances for preferred parties and coalitions (or an underestimation for disliked parties). The party evaluations also contribute to wishful thinking, with the exception of Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. All independent variables are scaled 0-1. þp < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
1 For Austria, the parties include the two large parties ÖVP and SPÖ as well as the three small parties FPÖ, BZÖ, and Greens. For Germany, expectations were only asked for three small parties, FDP, Greens, and Left Party. 2 For Austria, the coalitions include the grand coalition of ÖVP and SPÖ as well as the combinations ÖVP-FPÖ, ÖVP-BZÖ, ÖVP-Greens, and SPÖ-Greens. For Germany, the possible coalitions include CDU-FDP, SPDGreens, and the grand coalition of CDU and SPD. 7   710  711  712  713  714  715  716  717  718  719  720  721  722  723  724  725  726  727  728  729  730  731  732  733  734  735  736  737  738  739  740  741  742  743  744  745  746  747  748  749  750  751  752  753  754  755  756  757  758  759  760  761  762  763  764  765  766  767  768  769  770   771  772  773  774  775  776  777  778  779  780  781  782  783  784  785  786  787  788  789  790  791  792  793  794  795  796  797  798  799  800  801  802  803  804  805  806  807  808  809  810  811  812  813  814  815  816  817  818  819  820  821  822  823  824  825  826  827  828  829  830  831 the German coalition model. Here, the two coalition party evaluations have no effect at all. Knowledge and education have significant positive main effects. Given the electoral context in Austria and Germany, these effects can be explained by the fact that higher estimates of expected chances were generally accurate due to the fairly high chances of the small parties (that is, polls suggested that most small parties would be able to pass the minimum vote threshold). More important, however, are the interactions of knowledge and education with party evaluations and coalition preferences. The significant negative interaction effects suggest that knowledge and education reduce the tendency of wishful thinking, confirming the findings of previous studies. Fig. 1 presents the estimated effect sizes of party evaluations or coalition preferences as the predicted percentage point changes for low and high levels of knowledge and education (simultaneously). At low levels, wishful thinking effects range from 30 to well over 40 percentage points. At high levels, wishful thinking is either significantly reduced (in Germany) or disappears entirely (in Austria). Thus, educated and knowledgeable respondents seem to have more and better information that allows them to constrain the distorting effect of partisan preferences. Less knowledgeable respondents, on the other hand, seem to rely much more on their partisan preferences, resulting in quite distorted expectations. Overall, voters' expectations about electoral chances in Austria and Germany were fairly accurate, and the evidence supports several explanations offered in the literature. The key contribution of our analysis is the careful distinction between the overall accuracy of electoral expectations and wishful thinking effects for individual parties and coalitions. Partisan preferences increase both, but the effect can arguably be considered helpful or positive in the first case and detrimental or negative in the latter. Finally, wishful thinking is much more prevalent among less informed and less educated voters.
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Expectations and voting behavior
The literature review identified two particular mechanisms how expectations might influence voting behavior if the appropriate circumstances are given. In the strategic version, electoral expectations are used by rational voters to maximize expected utility by voting for the party with the highest chance of producing a desirable electoral outcome. This sophisticated mechanism was tested using vote intentions for two small parties, the Left Party in Germany and the Alliance for the Future of Austria (BZÖ). The second and more heuristic mechanism, the bandwagon effect, was tested with the vote intention for the ÖVP in Austria.
Strategic voting: avoiding wasted votes and voting for coalitions
The 2005 general election in Germany provides a particularly interesting case for strategic voting, both related to the Left Party. The first and straightforward rational calculation is based on the wasted vote argument for strategic voting. A voter should only cast a ballot for Entries in first and last column are logistic regression coefficients, with robust standard errors in parentheses. Entries in the second and third column are ordered logistic regression coefficients, with robust standard errors in parentheses. Constants and cutpoints are not reported. Multiple responses of a single respondent are treated as clusters. þp < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. Fig. 1 . Effects of party evaluations and coalition preferences conditional on knowledge and education (simulated effect sizes). Note: based on (ordered) logistic regression models reported in Table 2 . Bars represent conditional effect sizes as percentage point changes and the spikes indicate the 95% confidence interval (simulated with the Clarify module for Stata).
a small party if he or she is certain that the party has a realistic chance of passing the minimum vote threshold. If the party is certain to fail this threshold, a vote for this party would be "wasted." The second and fairly sophisticated calculation is based on expectations about possible coalitions after the election (for details, see Linhart, 2009) . During the campaign, it was more or less certain that the Left Party would not become part of any coalition government. All other parties had explicitly and credibly rejected such a coalition. However, in case it would gain a substantial vote share, it was likely to preclude the formation of both a center-right (CDU/CSU and FDP) and a center-left (SPD and Greens) coalition. A center-right coalition was the most likely outcome according to the polls while the chances for a majority for the incumbent center-left coalition were already exceedingly low. Therefore a strong gain for the Left Party would most likely diminish the chances for a center-right coalition and force the two weakened major parties SPD and CDU to form a grand coalition. This logic can be illustrated with an example. For a leftist or centrist voter who considers a centrist government to be likely and who prefers a grand coalition over a center-right government, it would be rational to vote for the Left Party independent from the voter's preference for the Left Party (or for any other party). Such a vote would increase the probability that the voter's most preferred coalition will be formed. 3 For most supporters of a grand coalition, a vote for the Left Party would probably not be a vote for the most preferred party. Nevertheless, given that a voter prefers a centrist over a center-right government, such a vote would make the desired outcome of a grand coalition more likely. We therefore expect that both a coalition preference for and the expectation of a centrist grand coalition will increase a voter's probability to cast a strategic vote for the Left Party. Likewise, a preference for and the expectation of a center-right coalition of CDU/CSU and FDP should lower the probability of a Left Party vote (while controlling for Left Party preferences).
To test these two decision strategies, the vote intention for the Left Party was regressed on indicators for expectations and preferences as discussed above as well as a dichotomous control variable for respondents in the Eastern part of Germany (and excluding those without a vote intention or planning to abstain).
The results support both strategic explanations (Table 3) . After controlling for several preference measures for the Left Party (dichotomous party preference, party evaluation, strength of party identification, and the evaluation of party leader Oskar Lafontaine), the expectation that the Left Party will pass the minimum vote threshold still has a significant effect on the vote intention for the Left Party. In other words, those who do not expect the party to pass the threshold are more likely to avoid a "wasted" vote for a party without chances (by about three percentage points). The strategy of avoiding a wasted vote is supported primarily for respondents with high levels of political knowledge, but even the decisions of voters with a low level of knowledge are marginally affected by these expectations.
The second strategy of an indirect coalition vote was also supported. Respondents who considered a centrist grand coalition more likely and who preferred a grand coalition were also more likely to vote for the Left Party while at the same time those who preferred a center-right government were less likely to vote for the Left Party. In contrast to the wasted vote decision, this rather sophisticated and complicated coalition vote is only supported for respondents with a high level of political knowledge. Substantively, these effects are fairly small compared to the dominant electoral determinant, the Left Party evaluation.
The first strategy of avoiding a wasted vote can be tested in Austria as well. Polls suggested that the Alliance for the Future of Austria (BZÖ), the junior coalition partner of the ÖVP in the incumbent coalition government, was in danger of failing the minimum vote threshold for seats in parliament. Under these circumstances, the expectations about the electoral chances of the party should matter above and beyond the relevant preference measures. Because the BZÖ was highly unlikely to become part of the next government, coalition considerations do not seem plausible and are not included in the model.
The vote intention for the BZÖ was regressed on the expectation of its electoral chances as well as a series of preference measures, including the evaluation of the wellknown and polarizing former party leader and governor of the state Carinthia at that time, Jörg Haider. Because Carinthia is the home state of the BZÖ, respondents residing in that state are identified by a dichotomous indicator.
The results replicate the findings for Germany. The expectation of passing the minimum vote threshold again increases the likelihood of voting for the small party. It is, after party evaluation, the second strongest effect in the model (Table 4 ). The wasted vote argument is supported again. 
The Bandwagon effect
The bandwagon effect was identified as the second mechanism of how expectations can affect voting behavior. Unlike strategic voting, the bandwagon effect does not require sophisticated decision-making and rather relies on a simple heuristic cue, the perception of a likely winner. In multiparty systems with proportional representation and coalition governments, the concept of a "winner" is rather ambiguous because both large and small parties might rightfully make such a claim (Hardmeier and Roth, 2003) . The ultimate question, however, is which party, candidate, or coalition is perceived by individual voters as the winner. The Austrian survey can answer this question because it asked respondents an open question at the beginning of the interview: "Who will win the upcoming election?" Among the 1333 responses, 76 percent of respondents mentioned 3 Another scenario is a voter who is rather indifferent between parties but does have a strong preference for a grand coalition. Casting a vote for the Left Party would be a suitable option. 4 Separate tests for respondents with high and low levels of knowledge are not possible due to the lack of variance. Because relatively few respondents in the Austrian sample expressed a vote intention for the BZÖ, several variables do not vary within different levels of knowledge, precluding the estimation of these models.
one of the two large parties (ÖVP or SPÖ), and 15 percent one of the two chancellor candidates of these parties. Less than six percent of the respondents mentioned a coalition, and less than three percent a small party. In other words, more than 90 percent of the respondents perceived the 2006 Austrian election as a contest between the two large parties and/or their respective chancellor candidates. However, it is misleading to call this choice a contest because 76 percent of the respondents expected the ÖVP or its candidate to win. Only 17 percent of respondents expected the SPÖ to win. This pattern of responses allows a fairly straightforward test of a bandwagon effect. The (dichotomous) vote intention for the ÖVP is regressed on the expectation that the ÖVP or its candidate will win the election while controlling for various measures of partisan preferences for the ÖVP and government performance. A significant positive effect of the expectation variable would indicate a bandwagon effect.
The results suggest that the expectation of the ÖVP winning the election had indeed a small but significant additional effect on the vote intention for the ÖVP, above and beyond various preference measures (Table 5 ). Unlike the coalition voting effect reported above, this bandwagon effect is only marginally significant for voters with a high level of knowledge but quite robust among respondents with a low level of knowledge. This differential effect suggests that the bandwagon effect is indeed more an "unsophisticated" heuristic used by voters that lack political information for a more sophisticated decision.
Discussion
The research enhances our understanding of the formation and effects of electoral expectations specifically for multiparty systems with coalition governments. We tested and found support for a number of factors that affect voters' ability to form accurate expectations about the electoral chances of parties and coalitions in two different countries. Political motivations and knowledge, rational considerations, and social context all make a significant contribution to the formation of better and more accurate electoral expectations. Most striking is the positive effect of partisan identifications on the overall quality of expectations, apparently contradicting previous research on wishful thinking. Because party identification is associated Entries are unstandardized logistic regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. All independent variables are scaled 0-1. The simulated effect sizes represent predicted first differences (percentage point changes) for each independent variable (max. minus min. value) for a voter who prefers the BZÖ with all other variables set to the mean or typical values. þp < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. Entries are unstandardized logistic regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. All independent variables are scaled 0-1. The simulated effect sizes represent predicted first differences (percentage point changes) for each independent variable (max. minus min. value) for a voter who prefers the Left party with all other variables set to the mean or typical values. þp < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 with higher political interest and involvement, the positive effect is not only very reasonable but also does not preclude wishful thinking effects for specific preferred or disliked parties or coalitions. This is exactly what the results suggest. The analysis of individual expectations shows strong support for wishful thinking for both parties and coalitions. Increasing levels of political knowledge and education, however, work against these biased perceptions and facilitate more accurate judgments.
In the final part, two mechanisms how voters' expectations might affect voting behavior were tested. First, two sophisticated strategic mechanisms found support. Both Austrian and German voters appear to avoid casting wasted votes for small parties that are not expected to pass the minimum vote threshold. Once electoral success is seen as certain, voters become more likely to cast a ballot in support of these parties. The wasted vote strategy was supported especially for voters with high levels of political knowledge.
The second and rather challenging mechanism of casting a strategic vote for a less (or least) preferred party in order to facilitate the formation of a desired coalition was supported for German voters as well. It is important to keep in mind that these tests rely on circumstantial evidence, not direct measures of strategic considerations. Thus, the evidence is plausible but in need of further corroboration by more direct measures.
The second mechanism, the bandwagon effect, is rather straightforward and strongly supported for Austrian voters. Perceiving a party as a clear winner appears to increase the likelihood of casting a vote for this party, even in multiparty systems with proportional representation. Substantively, the effects of expectations are fairly small compared to partisan preferences. This corresponds to earlier research and is not very surprising given the limited number of strategic voters.
Political knowledge appears to play a critical role in these processes. It not only increases the overall quality of voters' expectations and limits wishful thinking, it also affects whether and how expectations affect voting behavior. Among those with high levels of knowledge, expectations appear to facilitate more sophisticated, rational decision processes such as strategic coalition voting. Among those with low levels of political knowledge, the mechanism appears to follow more the logic of a rather simple heuristic, the bandwagon effect.
In summary, the evidence casts a rather positive light on voters and echoes nicely the findings of an emerging literature about electoral effects of voter expectations in PR systems (e.g., Armstrong and Duch, 2010; Bargsted and Kedar, 2009; Duch et al., 2010; Gschwend, 2010, 2011) . With the exception of the bandwagon effect, the evidence suggests that voters can form not only very reasonable expectations about upcoming elections, but that they also use this information to cast fairly sophisticated votes. These findings need to be replicated with additional data from other counties. At the same time, election surveys need to collect better data about voters' expectations, including more direct measures of cognitive decision strategies. Entries are unstandardized logistic regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. All independent variables are scaled 0-1. The simulated effect sizes represent predicted first differences (percentage point changes) for each independent variable (max. minus min. value) for a typical voter with all other variables set to the mean or typical values. +p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 11   1198  1199  1200  1201  1202  1203  1204  1205  1206  1207  1208  1209  1210  1211  1212  1213  1214  1215  1216  1217  1218  1219  1220  1221  1222  1223  1224  1225  1226  1227  1228  1229  1230  1231  1232  1233  1234  1235  1236  1237  1238  1239  1240  1241  1242  1243  1244  1245  1246  1247  1248  1249  1250  1251  1252  1253  1254  1255  1256  1257  1258 
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